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ABSTBACT , . 

A survey querying 3,97B public school principals and 
320 superintendents about their attitudes towards inservioe teacher 
education courses, for credit "produced varying results. BKile • 
adi&inistrators as a whole exhibited positive feelings towards 
inservice prograas, school principals tended 'to respond in favor of 
such courses to a significantly larger extent than did 
superintendents; school superintendents evinced a concern with the 
financial burden of such inservice courses. A copy of tlve instruaent 
used is appended, qis are sanple coBDents from respondents.- (LR) 
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'abstracx 



Thla study ^was conducted to obtain school administrators* oplnlotis of the 
approved In-service for credit courses. The codrs^ are provided hf local or lU In- 
service councils 9 approved by the Department of Education, and grant credit toward 
teacher certification. ' 

The survey was mailed to all public scjjfool principals and superintendents in 
the spring of 1979. Three thousand, nine hundred seventy-eight principals (33 percent) 
and 320 superintendentj9 (64 percent) returned completed questionnaires* 

^The results of the survey shoved that administrators as a %^ol6 had very^ 
positive opinions of the approved ln-servic6 for credit courses. They felt that the 
courses made a uniqud and valuable contribution to the continuing professional grovth 
nof teachers and were more practical thm college courses. They also felt that teacher 
involvement in the courses , the responsiveness of the courses to local needs > the low^ 
cost, the "hands on" experience and providing the courses locally |rere Important 
elements of the program. 

3 

Comt>ari8on of tlie responses of super in tend^ts and principals shoved .that the 
two groups had significantly different opinions- on 22 of the 35 iteims on the opinion- 
naire. In each of these cases, principals were significantly more supportive of the 
courses than super intend^ts. However, the majority of each group ^s on opposite 
sides of the agree /disagree scale on only five itaos. These items shoved that the 
majority of the principals felt that: 1) more approved in-service courses vete needed, 
2) the course^ resulted in improved student achievement, 3) the courses were more 
likely than college courses to have impact in the classrocsn, 4) local districts 
should reimburse participants for *the courses, and 5) discontinuing the courses would 
adversely affect their educfiCtional programs. Conversely » the majority of the super- 
intendents disagreed with these opinions l< Analysis within the groups, though, showed 
that finance was clearly an overriding concern of superintendents. 

' 'I 
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INTRODUCTION 



In 1972 the State Board of Education authorized that' all or^ part of the 
educational requirements for the renewal of a provisional teaching certificate or the 
requirements for a pertinent teaching certificate could be earned through in-servipe 
courses which vejelapproved by the apartment of Education. Prior to that ClBe the 
requirements could be met only through college course work. ^ The purpose of the 
program was to facilitate teacher certification and provide courses based on local 
needs. The courses are offered under the auspices of an In-service ^counci.1, and 
approved by the Department of Education. The council may be established 'by a school , 
district, an intermediate unit or a combination of the two. It imist Include represent- 
atives from the district's teacher organizations, administrators, students, school / 
board. Intermediate unit, institutions of higher learning and coimounlty and Is 
responsible f 6r appointing an In-setvice ^coordinator, conducting a continuing needs 
assessment, designing or commissioning in-service proposals and monitoring the program. 
Thete are presently 28 intermediate unit and 2^ school districts In-service councils 
in the state. Since '1972 they have sponsored a total of over 5,000 bourses and served 
mor^'than 100,000 teachers. • . ' 



PURFO^ AND METHODOLOGY 



Purpose of the Survey 



The purpose of this study was ^ to obtain school administrators* perceptions of 
the approved in-service for credit courses as part of the I^partment*s continuing 
program review* An earlletr study, conducted in 1976, found that participants w^re 
highly supportive of the courses (Reardon, 1977). 

Instrumentation > 



# ' • ' 

A questionnaire was developed to obtain school adhinistrators ' opinions of 
the approved in-service courses. The questions covered three areas: general percep- 
tions of the courses, classroc^n impact and financial, ramifications^ Items were 
randomly ordered on the questionnaire sent to the administrators, but are shown by 
area in Appendix B. Information was also obtained about the respondents and. In the 
cdse of superintendents, about their districts (Appendix A). 

, The questionnaire was mailed to a^l public school principals aiSid superin- 
tendents in the spring of 1979. Due to a low r^esponse r^te, a follow-up postcard was 
sent to the principals two weeks after the initial mailing. . ^ ^ 

m 

Sample Size 

f 

Three thousand nine himdred seventy-eight questionnaires were sent to prin- 
cipals and 504 to superintendents. Of these 1,322 princlpala (33 percent) and 320 
sup'erintendents (63 percent) returned completed questionnaires. The findings from 
these questionnaires are presented ih the follbwing sections of the report. Seventy- 
nine more principals and 11 superintendents returned the questionnaire and provided 
background informatipn, but -did not give their opinions of the PDE approved in- 
service for. credit courses. These respondents are discussed separately from the 
others. * ' 
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No Opinion Responses • 1 

• . ^ 

In addition to "stroagly agree," "agree," "disagree," and "strongly disagree," 
the respondents werfe given tl^je option of a "no opinion" response to ea^rh item so they 
would not have to ekpress an opinion if they did not wish. Many respondents, though, 
noted that they used this option for "did not know." "No opi-nion'* responses should 
thus be considered to mean either "no opinion" or "don't know." 

• ' ■ 

As Shown in Appendix B, only 3 percent of the respondents gave "no opinion" 
responses to item 30. This item" asked If school districts have. an- obligation to 
support staff development activities and is a pure opinion question. In contrast, a 
high of ^3 percent of the respondents gave "no opinion'' responses when asked if in- 
service for credit courses had resulted in in^roved student achievement- Thus, it 
appears., that the respondents gave extensive thought to their answers and expressed 
opinions only when they were.sure'of their feelings or facts. 

» ' . ' - 

: . • I ' 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS . - . . • 



Characteristics of Respondents 
Answered the Opinionnalre 

Superintendents 



^ht 



As seen in Appendix A, over half of the 320 superintendents who answered -the 
questionnaire were from districts with I'.OOO to ,2,999 students and more than three . 
out of four were frpm disnrigts with 1,000 to 4,999 students. Most had been with 
their district more than five years and a superintendent more than five years.* Fewer 
than one superintendent out of ten had been in his or her district a year or less, 
and only slightly more than one out of tep had been a super intendeHt one year o,r 
less. Thus, as a group, they were very knowledgeable about their disArlcts and . . 
positions. The superintendents were also knowledgeable about thiB PDE in-#ervice for 
credit courses; almost half reported they were very familiar with the courses, more- 
than half were somewhat familiar with the courses, ,an4- only one out of 100 was not at 
all familiar with the4>rogram. Additionally, 15 percent had" taken or taught one of 
the courses th^ms^^^s. . 

' . • ' > * 

The superlntei^dents were also as^ed about the policies of their districts 
regarding approved in-service for credit courses. One out of 20 of the dlst^ricts 
provided total released time for the courses and three out of 20 provided partial 
released time for the courses.. The remaining 16 out of 20 districts provided no 
released time at all. There was more diversity in thfe policy on reimbursement of 
in-servide costs: 35 percent of the districts did not reimburse teachers' costs, ' 
33 percent reljnbtf^sed a set dollar amount, 19 percent provided complete reimbursement, 
•and 12 percent provided a set percentage reimbursement per credit. Credits earned in 
PDE approved in-service courses do not count toward salary increments in slightly 
more than three out of ten districts, but did count in the other seven out of tfen 
districts. Finally, 48 percent of the superintendents felt that the in-service for 
credit courses saved their districts money while 52 percent felt that this was not 
true. This 'is surprising since in-service for credit courses cost considerably less 
than college courses. Thus, a portion of the respgndents clearly had something other 
than the comparative costs for tuition reimbursement in mind when they answered the • 
(juestion on whether or not the courses saved their district money. 
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Principals 

LiHe the superintendents . the principals who completed the opinionnalre were 
an experienced group. Over half - had been iti their current position mare than five 
years and three out qf four had been a: principal more than five years. Addit'ionally, 
more than haif haci been in education over 20 years and more than three out of four 
had been in the fielfi more than -10 years. In spite of their experience, however, 
principals were significantly less familiar with the PDE in-service for credit courses 
than the superintendents; only 19 percent w^re very . familiar with the courses, 70 
percent were somewhat familiar with the progr^ and* 11 percent knew nothing at all 
abput it. Principalis ve re signific^tly more likely than* superintendents, though, to 
have taken or taught an approved in-service for credit course. Still, slightly fewdr 
than on^e out of four principals had dojie so. 



Over half *of the principals were elementary principals, 23 percent were.se 



ondary prin9ipals, 16 percent were middle school or junior high principals and 3 
percent reported they wexe responsible for two or more types of schools. Seven out 
of 10 had- a masters degree* just under one out of 10 had a doctoral degree, and the 
r^ainder had a centificate of advapced study^ or reported two or more responses • the 
average principal reported that 15 perceixt of» the teachers under his or her super- 
visi on had participated in at le^pt one approved irt— service for credit course duricig 
the past year.. This figure, varied by the type, of school, however, with elementary 
Rtincipals reporting' the most extensive participation in the dourses (17 percent) and 
secondary principals 'reporting* the least 'participation (9 percent). 

characteristics of "Respondents Who Did Not * . . 
* Answer the Oplrtionhaire . 

The 11 sup^intsendents whb provided bat:kground information but did not give 
their opinions o£ the approved i/n-service' for credit program differed from the super-- 
intendents w^d did answet the opinionnalre in that 1) they were less familiar with 
the courses and 2*) a laifge proportion had neither taken nor taught one of the courses. 
T\e^ 79 principals who provided background information bUt did not give their opinions 
of mhe courses alsot differed from the principals who 'gave their opinions in the same 
ways. Additionally, none^of the teachers under their supervision had taken an in- 
service for credit ^course during the past year. These findings are clearly consistent 
with the decision' of these respondents not to answer the opinionnalre. 



OPINIONNAIRE RESULTS 



Total Group Responses 
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General Perceptions 

Approval 'of :^n-service for ^credit courses by the Department of Education, 
requires that teachers must be involved in the planning and evaluation o£ the courses. 
As\seen in Appen<Jix B, over half of the administrators agreed that this Was an impor- 
tfnt Feature of the cburses and more than a third strongly agreed (item 1).^ In 
contrast, only 7 ou^ of 100 administrators disagreed that teacher involvejnent , was an 
^ important feature* of , the courses and fewer than 2 <5ut of 100 strongly disiigreed that 
'thi6 wap so. More jihan.four ou.t of five administrators felt that this involvement led 
\tb' imp^oved^teacher morale and "commitment to the cause." 



Iteta numbers ^e shown in parentheses 
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Approval of in-service for credit courses also requir^ that the cours^ nmst 
be based on a local needs assessment. Item 3 shows that 'almost 9 out of 10 adminls- 
trators agreed or strongly agreed that the practice made the courses of particular 
importance to their teachers* The administrators as a whole also Telt the courses 
were meetiiig the need^ they perceived; 60 percent* agreed that they were (4). In^ 
addition, almost 7 out of 10 respondents felt that when t^eir- distri^ requested a 
particular in-aervice' for cre'dit course, it was almost always offered, but slightly 
more than 3 out of 10 felt that this was not true (5). Further, as seen in item 6, 
the majority of the administrators (52 percent) felt that the number of in-service 
for credit course offerings was sufficient to meet their needs but 48 percent. felt 
that more courses were needed • In contrast to these responses, 92 percent of tfie 
administrators agreed or strongly- dgreed^tfliat in-service for credit courses could 
meet organizational as well as personaX^^r^als within their district (7). Thus, 
administrators view the in-service for credit courses as meeting most but not all 
of their local needs. Clearly, though, the courses are viewed by almost all of 
the administrators as providing a means to do so. 

A major assumption on whleh the approved in-service prpgram is based ds that 
the courses are of particular relevance to teachers because ^they are practical rather 
than theoretical and provide "hands on experience." As shown in item 8,- 7 out of 10 
respondents agreed that this was true, 2 out of 10 strongly agreed and only 1 out of 
10 administrators disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. Anot\ier 
assumption is that providing the courses lotally enables more teachers to obtain 
additional education than would otherwise be possible. Item 9 shpws that more than 
3 out of 4 administrators agreed* that this was the case.. 

More than 7 out of 10 admiillstrators felt that teachers who attend iij-- service'* 
Eor credit ciourses frequently share information, techniques and c6ncepts with those 
who' didn' t attend, and 1 out of 10 administrators strongly agreed that ;:hls was' true 
(10). Fywrther, 9 out of 10 r^pondents felt that a major benefit of the courses was 
that th^ gener,ate opportunities for idea exchange,^ "cross pollenation" a^d inter- 
action among participants (11). Several respondents noted, however, that the same 
could be said of other Qpurses. 



Criticism of the PDE approved In-setvlce for credit courses generally stems 
from the higher education community. However, 75 percent of the public admindLstrators 
felt that th^ Courses were not inferior to comparable college courses (12). In addition, 
almost 3 out of 4 respondents felt that colleges should not be the only providers of 
courses tq meet permanent teacher certification (13) and ^n equal number felt that 
their teachers found in--service for credit cQurses more practical than regular college 
courses (14).. An even greater piercentage of the administrator^ (89 percent) felt 
that their teachers viewed the instructors in the in-service for credit program as 
very competent .(15). Further, more than 4 out of 5 administrators felt that locally 
devised courses were m6re responsive to local organizational goals than most campus- 
based graduate programs .^16). Just slightly more than 3 out of 10 administrators, 
though, said thej^ would recommend that their teachers take in-servlc^ for credit 
courses rather than comparable college courses (17). 
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In 1977 Reardon reported that more than half of the participants the In- 
service for credit program were permanently certified. Ttius, credits earned in the 
courses, would be irrelevant to , them in terms of certif icatlom. In light of this 
finding, It is surprising that more than 4 out of 5 administrators felt that many 
teachers would not take approved in"-service courses if credit toward certification 
was not awarded (18). However, a number of administrators commented that they were 
not in a position to know if this was true and that thB item was more appropriate-^to 
ask of teachers than administratprs . 

Fi^nally, the administrators were almpst evenly Mlvided on the effect discon- 
tinuing the in--service for credit courses would have on their school's: programs. 
Fifty-one percent felt that discontinuing the cpurses would adversely affect their 
educational programs and 49 percent felt that discontinuing the courses would not 
adversely affect the programs (19). o . .* ^ ^ 

' ' V • 

Classroom Impact - , ' ' ' 

The goal of teacher training is to produce positive chaitge in teachers and 
thei^ classrooms. The administrators felt that in-service for credit courses were 
contributing toward accomplishing this goal. Slightly more than 6 out of lO respond-- 
ents agreed that in-service ''for credit courses are a positive way to improve teacher 
competence and almost 3 out of 10 strongly agreed that this was so (20) . In contrast 
only 6 out of 100 administrators disagreed with the statement* and only 3 out of 100 
strotigly disagreed.^ Further, 4 out of 5 administrators felt that the improvement in- 
teacher competence was reflected in positive changes in the classrboms of teachers 
who had taken in-service for credit courses (21). ' ^ 

Six items on the quest i,3^i$?na ire aSked about specific kinds of change produced 
* by* participation in in-service for credit courses. Eighty-six percent of the adminis 
trators agreed or- strongly agreed that the courses had helped their teachers adqpt 
better teaching strategies (22); 93 percent felt that participat:ion in the courses 
had increased^ teachers' knowledge of subject matter (23); 83 percent felt that the 
courses increased teacher interest (24); 60 percent felt that participation in the 
^courses had improved classroom management (25); and 50 percent felt that student 
achievement in their school' had improved as a result of participation in in-service 
for credit courses. Lastly, the majority of the* administrators felt that in-service 
for credit courses were more likely than college courses to have an impact in the 
classroomsj 57 percent agreed that this was, so (27). 

» 

Financial Ramifications • 

The cost per in-service credit ranges from "^o cost in some intermediate units 
to $25 in pthers. The average cost is $17. In contrast, an informal survey showed 
that Uae cost per graduate credit in Pennsylvania ranged from $51 to $205 in 1978. 
Thus,/69 percent of the administrators agreed that the cost of the in--service for 
credit courses made it possible for more teachers to obtain additional education and 
13 percent strongly agreed that this was true (28). The remaining 19 percent who 
disagreed with the statement appear to be from districts which reimburse teachers for 
, the full cost of both in-service and graduate gjedits, since that ^ the only circum- 
stance when the statement would not be true. This inference is supported by the fact 
that 19 percent of the superintendents were from districts which provide complete 
reimbursement of in-service costs anji thus in all probability also provide complete 
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reimbursement for graduate credits. The administrators also refutefd the criticism 
that the only reason teachers prefer in-service for credit courses is that they are 
less expensive than college c'ourses;,^ 3 but of 4 administrators felt that this was not 
true, and only 1 out of 4 felt that It was (29).* 

The administrators ov^^rwhelmingly supported the concept that school districts 
have ai\ obligation to support staff development activities which maintain or increase 
the professional competence of their 'teachers; 47 percent agreed that districts 
should and 48 percent strongly agreed that they should (30) . -More administrators 
thus strongly agreed with this item tHan with any of the others. Conversely, fewer 
.respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement; ortly 5 percent, in 
fact, did so. Moreover, the- administrators as a whole felt that districts should 
provide financial support for participatiqn in irt-service for credit courses almost 
3 Qut of 5 administrators agreeci or strongly agreed that school districts, because 
they derive benefits, should pay for in-service for credit courses. In addition, iA4 
perceT\t of the respondents felt that i-n-service courses should be paid in the same 
way as-'are college courses and 23 percent strongly agreed that this should -be 'so 

(32). ^ ^ ; ^ . \ ' 

. Administrators were also ^sked their opinions of counting in-service for 
credit courses toward salary increments. They strongly supported' this. policy; 
almost 4 out ofj 5 administrators felt thatr 'the» courses should count toward salary 
increments, and only 1 out of 5 felt* that, salary increments should be granted for 
college courses but not for in-service for credit courses (34), Thus, as a whoie^ 
the administrators appear to feel that there should be no distinction between college 
courses and approved in^setvice for- credit courses with regard to salary increments. 

f In light of the preceeding 'findings, it seems incongruous that 44. percent of 

the administrators felt that many of their teachers take approved in-service for 
credit courses simply because the credits count toward salary increments and 16 
percent strongly a^eed with the statement (35). Presumably though this is because, 
as one administraCor commented, "I f^l that many teachers 'do take the courses just 
because they count toward salary increments; and I also know that many don't.". 

r ' 

9 % 

Comparison of the Resj)Qn8es of Superintendents and Principals 

In addition to looking at the responses af the administrators as a whole, 
the data were analyzed to see if there were differences between superintendents and 
principals. This analysis showed that there were significant differences^ in the 
responses of the two grouf)s to 22 of the 35 items. Closer examination showed' that 
in each of these case§ principals were significantly more supportive of the in^ 
service for credit courses than superintendents. In otl^i^r words, prijicipals were 
more likely than superintendents to agree with statements that were positive toward 
the approved in-service for credit prWram. 'They were also more likely to strongly 
agree than agree. This trend was reversed when the statement was not supportive of 
t'he in-service for credit program* Oil 17 of these .22 items, though, the majority 
of both groups of administrators wei>€ ^tlll on the same side of the agree/disagree 
scale. On the remaining five items one grcwp as a whole agree with the item while 
the majority disagreed; These items and the distribution of responses'^ are shown in 



-^Differences that would ocqur by chance ofily flve'^ot" fewer times in a hundred such 
surveys as measured by the Chi-Square test of significance. 
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Table I. In all five ca^s'the maj-ority ^of the principals sujiported the in-service 
fdr- credit courses while tjie majority of the superintendents dfd not. These J^tems 
thup highlight suppott of th^ courses by prinpipars. and areas where the two groups 
of administrators disagreed* in -their responses. * # . 

• ■ * . 

Items -on Whlcn the Majprity^of the Principals 
^ . * Di&agYeed •With the Majority: bf the Su{>'erintendents' 



Item 
iJo.. 



Respoiident Agree or ' t)i8agree or 
Category :^ron^ry Agree ' Strongly Disagree 



^ 6. The present number 'of in-service for 

credit:^ course offerings J^s not adequate 
' - to meet>-our local needs. 



19. 



f \ c 



PiscontiniUng the in-sejrvice fdr credit 
program would not adversely af fek:t our 
ffiiucational program. , * 



26. . Student, achievCTient in our school has 
imprpved as a result of in-service for 
•credit courses'. . 

27» Jn-service for credit courses are more 
likely than college courses to have 
impact in the classroom. 

31. Local districts, because they derive 
benefits, ' should pay for in-service 
f or;*credit^ courses. 
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Appen4ix B also shows that , there were significant differences in the distribu- 
tion of no opinion responses on 13 of the 35 items, . In these cases principals tended' 
to give no .gpinlon responses while superintendejits were more likely to g^Lve an opinion. 

Subgroup. Analysts ^ . ^ • 

In addition to analyzing the data for the total group of administrators and 
comparing- the responses of principals and superintendents, the responses were analyzed 
by subgroups to more fully undersf&nd the results of the survey and identify variables 
related to opinions of the approved in-service for credit courses. The results of 
this analysis for the two groups of administrators follows. 



^Subgroups are identified in Appendix A. 
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Principals^ 



Type School 



/ There were significant differences In the responses' of principals frpm differ- 
ent schools to 19 of the 35 litems. Tlie pattern on these items was that elementary 
principals tended to be the most supportive of the in-service for credit courses and 
secondary principals .tended to be the least supportive. It appears (j^t this trenS 
is related to the proportion of teachers participating in the program, since elenien- 
tary principals, had the greatest propbt£ion of their teacjiers participating' in the 
program and. secondary principals h^d the lowest, rate ofi^p^fticipation in the courses. 
There were two exceptions to this pattern; secondary principals tended to feel that 
their teachers would participate in the courses even'^f credit t'bward certification 
was not granted (23), and that the number of .in-service course offerings was not 
adequate^^ meet their local needs. 

Degree ^ , . " 

i 

There were no significant differences in the responses of principals with 
different types of degrees to 25 of the 35 items on the opinionnaire. On the remain- 
ing 10 items, principals with doctoral degrees tended to be least supportive of the 
in-^service for credit courses. Conversely, they were most supportive of college 
courses. 

Experience in Position' 

Principals who had been *in their current position one year or leds, 2 to 5 
years and mcire than 5 years gave similar responses to 29 items. On the remaining 6 
items principals who had been^in their position longest tended to give the most 
favorable responses. • * 

Experience aa a Principal 

Only three differences were found among those who had been principals 1 year 
or less, 2. to 5 years and 5 years or more. Here agaitx those with the longest tenure 
in their positions' gave the^ mos^ favorable responses* 

V 

Experience in Education 

i ^ 

Principals who had b»en in education 6 to 10 years, 11 to 20, 21 to 30 and 31 

or more years differed in their responses' to only 5 items. Further, there was no 
pattern among these items. ^ 

i 

J Familiarity with tl!e Courses 

Principals who were very familiar, somewhat familiar and not at all familiar 
with the in-service for credit courses differed in their responses to 16 of 35 items. 
Significant differences between the proportion of. thosfe agreeing and disagreeing as 
well as among the 4 response choices were found for only 4 itMis though. This indi- 
cates that the remaining 12 diffferenc^ were in the strength of the response. In 
most of these cases, those who were very familiar with the courses tended to be more 
supportive of the program than those who were not* Principals who were most familiar 
with the courses, though, were more likely than tjiose who were jnot to feel that the 
number of in-service course offerings was adequat-e (6). 



*^See Appendix C for the summary of significant differences between principals. 
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Taken or Taught ^ j * 

. Principals, who had taken one of the , in-service for credit courses dif f 6red' in 
their ^resjponses from those who had not on 24 of the 35 items. In ^ll^f these cases 
principal^ who had taken or taught one of the coursifis were more supportive of tjie 
program than those who had not ^one so. The biggest difference was on item 26; 
almost 7 out of 10 principals who had taken 0r taught one of the courses felt, that 
the courses had Improved student achievement while fewer than h£rlf of those who had 
participated in a course themselves agreed that this was true. Participation in the 
courses was$ thus clearly the respondent 'vafiabl-e most related fco prit>cipalNe' opinions 
iDf the -in-tfervice for credit courses. " - 

Superintendents'*^ 

Size District 

SuperinJ^'cndents from different size school districts had similar opinions on 
29 of the 35 items the opinlonnaire. On three items there was a significant 
difference in the proporti6n of superintendents from different size districts who 
agreed or disagreed, but the difference on the remaining three it;ems was only in the 
strength of agreement or disagreement. Moreover « there was no pattern of responses 
among these six items. It^ thus, appears ph&t superintendents from the six sizes of 
school districts included in the analysis have similar overall opinions of the in- 
service 'for credit courses. ^ 

Experience as Superintendent 

Superintendents who had been in their positions less than 1 year, 1 to 5 
years and 5 years or more differed in their responses on only 3 of 35 items. Further, 
there was no pattern in the responses on these three items. Thus, ^administrators 
with varying lengths of experience as superintendents appear to have similar overall 

opinions of the in-seryice for credit courses • 

» 

Experience in District 

Superintendents who had b^en in their districts 1 year or less, 1 to 5 years 
and 5 years or more differed in their responses on only 2 of the 35 items. Again, 
no discernible patterns were found among the subgroups on these two Items. Thus, 
superintendents with varying lengths of experience in their districts appear to have^ 
similar overall opinions of the in^-service for credit courses. It is of particular 
interest, though, to note that superintendents who had been in their districts five ^ 
or more years tended to feel that student achievement had improved as a result of in- 
service for credit courses more than superintendents who had less experience in their 
idistrict did (26). 

Degree of Familiarity with the In-Service / 
for Credit Courses ^ 

Superintendents who were very familiar, somewhat familiar and not at all 
familiar with the in-service for credit cpurses differed in their responses on nine 
of the 35 iteifls. * Two of , these diff,erences were between the proportion of the groups 
agreeing and disagreeing, while on seven of the, items the differences were in the 



' -^See Appendix D for a summary of significant differences between subgroups of 

superintendents. 
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Strength of agreement or disagreement. In these cases superintendents who were more 
fai^iliar with the in--«ervice for credit courses tended to 'be more supportive of the \ 
progr&n than those who wer^ l^ss familiar with it. The greatest differelice in opinion 
was on classroom management; three out of five superintendent^ who were very familiar 
>wtth the courses felt they contributed to better classroom management, while none | of 
those who knew nothing about the courses felt that this was true (25). 

^ # • f ' • Takeri of Taught ^ - . , * 

Superintendyfents who. had t^k^n or taught ope or more of the in-service for 
credit courses differecf in .their reiSponses from those who had not .on, 18 items. In 
all of these cases^ s^perintendent^ who had taken or taught one of the courses were 
more supportive'ot the program than those who had not. Again, the greatest difference 
was on classroom /inahagemeht: only 47 percent of the superintendents who had not 
takan or taught 6ne of the PDE approved in-service courses felt^that classroom man- 
agement in their district had improved because of the courses, but 77 percent of the 
superintendents who had taken or 'taught one of the courses f^t classroom management 
had improved (25). ^ 

I^eleased Time Policy 

Superintendents who were from districts which provide complete released time 
for ^courses, partial released time and no released time differed in their responses 
on severf items. In all' but two of these cases, su^f^rii^tendents from districts which 
provided complete released time tended to be most 'supportive *f the in-service for 
credit courses, while those from districts which provided no released time tended to 
be least supportive. On two items, though, 9 and/25, superintendents who were from 
districts which provided partial released time were the most siupportive of the program. 

^ Reimbursement Policy^' 

Analysis by the districts' reimbursement policy for in-service for credit 
cost^ showed significant diff fences in the responses to 13 items. In .eight of these' 
cases, superintendents from districts which provided reimbursement for in-service 
costs tended to give more favorable responses than the other groups. For the^ re- 
maining five items there was no noticeable pattern of responses. 

Salary Increment Policy 

•'•^ Examination o:^ the data by the district's policy on salary increments showed 
significant differences in the responses to 14 items. In 12 of these cases super- 
intendents from districts which counted the in-service credits toward salary incre- 
ment3 were more supportive of the in-service for credit courses than those from 
districts vhich did QOt. This pattern was reversed on two items; superintendents 
from districts which did not count in-service for credit courses toward salary incre- 
ments were significantly more likely to feel that their teachers found the courses 
more practical than regular college courses and less likely to feel that salary 
, increments should be granted for college courses but not for In-service courses (14, 
15), ■ . ' ^ 

Saves District Money 

Superintendents who felt thdt the in-service for credit courses saved their 
district money differed in their responses from those who did not feel this way on 
most of the ^ems on the questionnaire. In fact, differences were found on 24 of the 
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35 items » On all of these items superintendents from (districts who felt thS in- 
service for credit coturses saved their district money ^jre nore supportive of the 
program thaa those who did not. Of particular note wa^^ that^ more than '3 out of 5 
superintendents who felt that the courses sav^ their distrlc^tv mcmey also felt that 
particflpation in the J^urses resulted in better classroom mm^geiBlint while less than 
2 ^t of 5 super intetfdenta yAio felt that the courses did not ^Ve their district 
' money agreed that, this was true (25) • Sitmilarlyy more than half-.the former group felt 
that participation in the courses ha4 resulted in improved &|:u^6nt' achlev^ent whilte 
Just oyer a quarter of the latter group , concurred (26). The su^e'riptendents* ^^ercep- 
tion oj^ whether or not the in-service for credit courses saved tWir district mmey 
was thufl^ the respondent variable most closely related to their opinion of the in- 
service for credit courses* ' « ' 

SUMMARY AND rCSN^USXONS 

The data presented in this report are appar^tly valid; respoadtots gave careful 
thought, to their answers and gave opinions only when they s^re sure of their feelings 
or facts* However* it cannot be determined if administrators who did not respond to « " 
the survey differ from those who did* Ihe data should thus be understood to represent 
only these respondents rattier than all administrator^. v ' 

The administrators ^re very positive toward the approved ii^service for 
credit courses which^ are of fWred under the auspices of a local or lU in-service 
council. They perceive the c^urs^las making a unique and valuable contribution to 
the continuing professional gtowt\)of teachers. Teacher lnvolv«aent in the courses » 
the responsiveness of the courses to, local needs, low cost, the practical nature of 
' the courses and local provision of the courses were all seen as important elements of , 
the program. The administrators also felt that the courses coc^ared favorably with 
college coutses. In fact, the in-service for credit courses were viewed as n^re 
practical th^ college courses. Mministrators seemed to feelp though^ that the two 
types of courses should be complementary rather than conq;)etitive programs « The 
administrators also felt the in-service courses should be treated the s^e as colletge 
courses wittKfegard to salary increments and teacher reimbursement. Th^e appears p 
thoifgh, to Ije some unmet need for approved in-servicd courses; 49 percrent of the 
respondents felt that the present iitmber of course offerings was not sufficient to 
meet their local need. This need appeared to be in areas %jfcere the courses were not - 
presently being offered and at the secondary level, ^n spite of the positive opinions 
about the epurses, 49 percent of the administrators felt^/:hat discontinuing the 
program would not adversely affect their educational program, '^^ooii^ver, in light of 
the other data^ this appears to represent a neutral opinion rather than a negative 
' view of the courses* Further » it is a view that %7as most likely to be held by people 
who were least familiar with the courses or felt that the courses cost their district 
money. , ^ ^ 

Principals and superintendents had significantly different opinions on 22 of 
the 35 items on the opinionnaire. In each of these cases priinci|>als were more sup- 
portive of the approved in-service for credit courses. Superintendents, though, were 
more likeUy than principals to express opinions on 14 items. It appears that this 
may be because principals as a whole were less familiar with the courses but closer 
to their operation and henc^ more supportive of them. There also seem to be financial 
implications which are related to superintendents* opinions. The major It v of both 
groups of administrators were on opposite sides of the agree/dls^ree scale on only 
five items though. These itema showed that the majority of the principals felt that: 
1) more approved in-service courses were needed, 2) the courses resulted in in^toved 
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student achlevei^ent^3) the courses were more likely than -college courses to have 
impact in the clas^Kom, 4) local districts should reimburse participants f or *Che 
courses, and 5) discontinuing the courses would adversely affect their educational 
prograjQs. . Conversely, the majority of the superintencients disagreed %d.th. these 
'opinlon9. ^ ' 

AnalyslB within the two groups of adminlfiltrators showed that there were few 
differences in the responses based on years of expex±&ice^ However, opinions of the 
courses were closely related tq 'how familiar the respondents ware with the approved 
in-*8ervice for credit courses and whether they had taken or taught one of the courses 
themselves. Administrators who had taken or tai&ght one of the couvses were consist- 
ently more supportive of the program than those who had not. Similarly, those who 
were most familiar with the program had a better opinion of it than those, who were 
less familiar with it^ The type of school a principal was from was also closely 
related to opinion of the program; elementary principals were fskost supportive^ of the 
courses. Presumably this was bepause elementary principals had the largest proportion 
of their teachers involved in the courses. Tyt>e of school thus appears to be a 
>^dnd-in for involvoaent with the prografn. Also, the districts* policies oti released 
> time, reimburseiAent and salary Increments were related to superintendents* opinions 
the courses., The superintendents* view of whether the in-service for credit 
courses saved their district money, though, was^most closely related to their opinions 
of the courses; superintendents who felt the^ courses saved their district money had 
signific^tly different responses than those who did not feel this way on 24 of 35 
It.ems. Finance is thus clearly an overrldltig concern of superintendents. 

As a result of working with the survey these additional conclusions seem 
warranted: 
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1. Although many administ^rators are qul^ familiar with the approved In- 
service for credit courses, there are still some who know nothing about the program. 
This seems to be particularly true of principals. Further, thefte is some evidence 
th&t^the low re8f>on8e rate of this group of administrators may be related to • 

their labk of knowledge about the program. ^ * 

• * * 

2. Information was not collected on the location ot the distfi^ljct ^dr school. 
The comments indicate, though, that PDE approved in-service for credit courses are of 
particular Importance in the rural areas of the state. As one p^lnci^al commented 
these were tfhe only courses available to the teachers within a 1 to l^s hour driving 
radius. ^ ' 

3. Tb^ success of the approved in-service courses depends to a large extent 
on the local or lU Impl^entatlon and administration of the program. Thus, the 
courses are very successful in some districts and lUs but les^so in others. 

4. The in-service courses are a viable method for scho'ol districts and 
buildings to effectively meet their needs. 
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f^-^ J APPESDIX A . * , 

BACKGROUND OF RBSFOSDENTS 

$ ■ 

CHARACTERISTfCS OF SUPERINTENDBNTS ^ND VSLVk DISTRICTS ^ 

l.j Si«e of your district (pupils): ■ • 

3>8% Less than 1,000 28. 3Z 3,000^4,999 4 >7X 10,000-15,000 
52. 5Z r,000-2,999 9.7Z 5, 00)^9,999 ot9x\ nore than 15,000 

Number^ pjf years in current district: 

8>SI 1 or less 28,9% 2-5 years 62>6Z More th«i 5 years 

3. Number of years as superintendent: • « 

12JLX 1 or less 28.31 2-5 years ' 59>7S Jtore tlian 5 ye^r^ 

4. Hov familiar are you with PDK's ift- service Tor credit course? 

44. 5t Very familiar ?4.22 Sorcwhat ^aolHaf 1>3Z Not foliar at all 

^ , 5. Have yoji taken or taught a course for PDE in-service credit? 14 > 5% Yes 85*5% No 

6. Which does your district provide? 

• 5.4Z Total released time for an entire course 

^ , * 11. 9Z Partial released tla^.for an entire course 

82.7% No released tin» at all 

7. How does your district rel^urse teachers for in-service costs? 

1 8^.8% Complete reimlmrsement 

32,6% A set reimbursement in dollars 

12,6% A set percentage reimbursement per credit 

35.5% No reimbursement of teachers' costs ^ ' ' 

8. Do credits earned in PDE approved In-servlce courses count toward sala^ 
increments in your district? 

69.0% Yee 31.0% No 

9. Do the in-service for credit courses save money for your diistrict? 

47.8% Yes 52,2% No ^ 

II, CHARACTERISTfCS OP PRINCIPALS " , 

1. Type of School: 58.0% Elementary 23.4% Secondary 

15,8% Middle or Junior High 2^8% Two or more responses 

2, Highest degree attained: . 8.8% Doctorate 7,6% Other (certificate of advanced 

70.8% Masters study, etc.) r 

12.8% 2 or more responses 

3. Number of years In current position: 

9.0% 1 year or less 25.3% 2-5 years 65 > 7% More than 5 years 

4, Number of years as principal: 

5.0% 1 year or less 20.3% 2-5 years 74.7% More than 5 years 

. '' ' 

.5. Number of years in education: 

0.1%. 1-5 . 6.5% 6-10 38.1% 11-20 43.4% 21-30 11 > 9% 31 or more 

6.« How familiar are you with POE's in-service for credit courses? 

19.0% Very f pillar 70.0% SoMwhat f Amlllar 11.0% Know nothing about ;lt 

I 7« Have you taken or taught an in-service for credltlcourse? , 23.4% Yep 76.6% No 

* I 

8. Percent of teachers supervised who have taken at feas^ one in-service for credit 
course during ^^>iie current school year: 

17.3% Elementary 12.3% Jr. high or middle 9.4% Secondary 15. Ot Total 
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Response Options: 1 - Strongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 3 " Disagree 



General Perceptions * 

\', Teacher involvement in the planning and evaluation' 
*iof in-service for credit courses is an Important 
feature of the program. ^ 

2. Teacher morale ahd "consnitroent to the cause" are Improved 
because teachers can participate in the development and 
evaluation of In-service for credit courses. 



3. 



8. 



10. 



11 



12. 



13. 



14-. 



15, 



16. 



17. 



18. 



Since in-&ervice for credit courses are based on local 
needs assessment, they are important to our teachers. 



The in-service for^ credit courses available to 
teachers injthis school or district have addressed 
the needs I perceive. 

l^en our school systc^n requests a particular 
in-service for credit ^course, it is alnK>sC always 
offered by a local in-service council. 

The present number of in-service for credit 
course offerings is- not adequate to meet our 
local needs. ^ 

In-serviCG for credit courses can meet 
organizational as well as personal needs . I 
within this district. 

Teachers find in-service for credit courses 
useful because of the "hands on'* experiences 
they provide. 

Sinc^ in-service for credit courses are provided 
locally, more of our teachers can obtain additional 
education than would otherwise be possible. ' 



Teachers who attend in-service for credic courses 
frequently share information techniques and 
concepts with those who didn't attends 

ft 

A major benefit of in-service for credit courses is 
that they generate opportunities for Idea exchange. 
'*cross pollenatlon" and interaction among parttcipants . 

In-service for credit courses are inferior to 
comparable college courses v 



Only colleges should provide courseB to meet 
permanent teacher certification. 



OUr teachers find in-service for credit courses are. 
more practical'' than regular college courses. 



Our teachers view the instructors in the 
Irf- service for credit program as very 
competent. 

Locally devised courses, designed to meet local 
needs, are more responsive to local organizational 
goals than most campus-based graduate programs. 

I would recc^omeind that our teachers take 
in-service for credit courses rather than 
comparable college courses 

Many teachers would not take approved 
in-service for credit cotirses if credit 
toward certification was not awarded. 



19. Discontinuing the in-service for credit program 
would not adversely affect our educational 
program. 
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APPENDIX B (CoBtlvwd) 



20. 



21. 



23. 



24. 



25. 



26. 



In-service for credit couree» are a poeitive 

vay to improve teacher competence. 



Positive changee have occurred in the alaaero<mifi 
of those teachers in my school who hava taken 
in-service for credit courses. ^ 



In-Service for credit courses have helped 
teachers adopt batter teaching strategies 



When designed to do so, in-service for credit 
courses increafo teachefa' knovledge of 

subject matter. 

After taking in-service for credit courses, teachers 
have shown increased interest in the topics 

covered . 

Classroom managessent in otir actool or district 
has improved as a result of in-sep^ice for 
credit courses. 

Student achlevenent in our scbcwl or district 
has improved as a result of in-service for 
credit courses. 



27. 



In-service for credit courses are more likely 
than college courses to have an impact in 
the classroom. 

Financial Ramifications ^ 

28. . The lower cost of in-service for credit cowses 

enables more teachers than would otherwise be 
possible to obtain additional education. 

29. The only reason teachers prefer in-service for 
credit R>urses is that they are lass eEpensive 

* than college courses. 

30. School districts have an obligation to siipport staff 
development activities which will maintain or increase 
the professional competence of their teachers. 

31 Local districts, beca\ise they derive benefits, 
should pay for in-service for credit courses. 



32. In-service for credit courses should be paid for 
by the school district in the seme way as are 
college courses . 

33. In-service for credit courses should be 
acceptable toward salary incr^aents. 



34 « Salary increments should be granted for college 
courses but not for in-service for credit 
courses . 

35. Many of our teachers take approved i^^servlce 
for credit courses simply because the credits 
count toward salary incrraents. 






1* 


2* 






5 




a) 




(X) 




(t) 


T 


23.2 




5.6 


• 2. a 


6.4 


S 


16.3 


71.2 . 


7.8 


4.7 


6.6 




31.1 


61 .4 


5.1 


2.4 


C A 

0.4 . 


T • 


9.3. 


7a. 3 


16.7 


3.7 


38.0 


S 


4.9 


PO. 5 


/>/. *y 




'XL A 




10:6 


71.3 


14.7 


•J A 
3 .ft 


JO . 0 


T 


-14.5 


* 72.0 


10.0 


3.5 


26.0 


S 


13.5 


70^0 


11.9 


A £ 


lo « J 


P 


14.8 


72.6 


9.5: 


3.1 


27 .,8 


T / 


17.6 


, 75.3 


5.6' 




11.7 


S 


13.6 


77.6 ' 


7.7 


1 . 1 


13 .9 


P ' 


18.6 


74.7 


5.2 


1 . 5 


11.2 


T 


8.5 


74.3 


14.5 


2.7 


31.0 


S 


4.9 


69.4 


20.4 


5.3 


28.6 . 


p»** 


9.4 


75.6 


13.0 


2.0 


31 .7 


T» 


3.2 


* 57.2 


32.2 


7.4 


52.6 


S 


2.3 


49.7 


40.7 


7.3 


43.8 - 




3.4 


59.5 


29.6 


7.5 


54 y 8 


T 


4.1 


46.4 ' 


39.4 


10.1 


63.0 


S 


3.9 


33.3 


48.1 


14.7 


59.2 




4.2 


50.1 


36.9 


8.8 


64.0 


T 


11.0 


46.0 


3S.7 


7.3 


24.7 


S 


4.4 


42.7 


42.0 


10.9 


21.8 


p*** 


12.7 


46.9 


34.1 


6.3 


25.4 


T 


13.2 


68.2 


15.3 


3.3 


11.5 


S 


8.9 


60.2 


23.8 


1 . 1 


11 A 

11.4 




14.3 


70.1 


13.2 


1 A 

2 .4 


11.0 




5.9 


19.4 


61.0 


13.7 


23.5 


S 


6.1 


19.5 


61.9 


12.5 


19.2 


p 


• 5.9 


19.3 


60". 8 


14.0 


24.5 


T 


47.8 


47.0 


3.1 


2.1 


2,6 


S 


42.6 


50.0 


4.5 


2.9 


*i Q. 

A . O 


P 


49.1 


46.3 


2.7 


1 A ' 

1.9 


2 . 5 


T 


14.7 


43.6 


25.3 


16.4 


12.6 


S 


3.9 


33.1 


32.4 


30.6 


9 .o 






46.2 


23.5 


12.9 


1 'J o 

13. Z 


T» 


23.4 


44.3 


16.7 


15.6 


10.0 


S 


8 . 7 


/ft 




'70 O 


S 4 




27.3 


AC f> 


1 a 
ID . p 


11.7 


1 A . A 


T» 


17^5 


60.0 


12.7 


9.8 


8.5 


S 


7 . 7 


HO . 5 






5.4 




2Q. 0 


£.0 O 
O* *7 


lU . D 


fi S 

u . J- 




T 


7.6 


13.2 


50.1 


29.1 


12.3 




12.9 


17.4 


48.1 


21.6 


9.2 


P 


6.3 


12.1 


50,7 


30.9 


13,0 


T» 


15.5. 


43.6 


30.5 


10.2 


20.0 


S 


18.2 


36.1 


31.8 


13. 9* 


11.7 


P 


14.8 


45.9 


30.1 


9.2 


22.0 



•Percent of r«cp<md«nts lihg •xprcss^ad «n opinion. 

^^rcent of r—f oo dents^ 

^Totftf group of adainlstrstors. 

^ Sisp«r Int endsn t s • 

*Priticip«i». 

•Su|Hirlnt«uSsnts sigiilf ic*ntly flor* likely to give sa opinion th*n principals ss d«tsr«ln«l by Chi^m^r. .nalysi. {.Ignlftc-at st the 
.05 level end beyond.) 

♦^Superintendents slgnlf icentty eore likely than principsls to agree or strongly agree. 
•♦♦Principals signif icsotly iwre likely than super Intendenta to egree or strcmgly agree. 



ERIC 



21 



APPENDIX C 



SdHABY OF SI^FICAMT DIF^KEBCES fiHTVEEN SU^fSUKIPS 

OF PRINCIPALS * ' ' 



J 









Sob^rotsps of FrlncifwlsA 






IteoB 


Tjrpe.of 
School 


Decree 


EiKi^rience Experience Experioice 
In.Posftioin as Principal in Education 


Faadllarity 
With Service 


Taken or % 
Taujtht * 


* 

General 
Perceptions 






« 




/ 

.1 


. I 

•2 










s'^ 

C 


3 

. 4' 
5 


^b.c 


I- 


M « ^ • • 

1 




6 
7 
8 


h c 




V b 

- S 


b.c 


cb.c 


9 
10 










• s*' 


11 
12 
13 
14 
15 








t 








-s- . : - 


- 




16 
17 
18 
19 


s 




? , ' ? . ? 

t 

- : ? 


gb.C 




Classroom 
Impact ^ 












20 
21 
22 
23 
24 






• 

r 


's? 
s • 


sr* 

gb.C 


25 
26 
27 


gb.C 






— 


Sb,c 

gb.C 


Financial 
Ramifications 










28 
29 
30 

^ 32 




S*^ 




Ic 
S 




, 33 
34 
35' 


S^ 


s" 

S*^ 


» 







ERIC 



Subgroups %re identified in Api^ndix A, 

Significant difference at the .05 level or beyond in the proportion of respondents 
vho agree and disagree. ' 

t 

Significant difference at the ^ 05 level or beyond a&ong the four response choices, 
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APPENDIX D 
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APPEIfDIX E 

Selected Superintendents' Comnents , , * , 

These courses have been the only in-service activities that have Had an impact on the'' 
improvenfent* of > teaching. ^ To dlscofJtinue credit equal to college credit would be a 
step backward In the Iraprdven^nt bf education,'* V 

Retqronend idea of salary increments be discouraged. Three levels of salary would'.be 
more tt)an adequate. Level 1 - three^year probation, level 2 - teachetf,* level 3 - Mdster 
Teacher. . ' ^ 

The teachers in this district that are taking these in-service credits are those who need 
to make their certificate permanent. The overall opinion is that: It Is an easy way to 
accomplish this. In short, these are "snap" courses. An easy 'way out is to take these 
in-service programs. ' >' 

9 

In-service courses are sometimes the only additional training received by teachers who 
have no need nor desire for advanced education. . * , ♦ 

If something has to go - let it be the graduate courses! * , 

Teachers prefer in-service courses because they are cheaper, local, more convenient, 
count towards certification, relatively no work and relatively shorter timewlse than 
college/university courses. In-service courses have relatively little impact on 
instructional improvement. ^ 

I do not believe your questions will prove to be indicative of the situation. 
In-service is an easy way out! • * 

The local in-service counci{ has been effective and responsive in planning quality - 
programs and not time fillers. College course^ have too much repetition and theory 
to be totally effective. A combinaticm of college and in-service work is preferred. 
Present system and match is working well. 

Unfortunately,, when the major thrust in an in-service program is for credit, these 
programs follow the traditional 15 hours = 1 credit, 30 hours - 2 credits, 45 hours - 
3 credits. There are a lot of good in-service topics and a lot of teacher needs which 
can be filled under a different timeline. Example CPR = 4 hours, seatwork activities » 
8 hours, using the lEP effectively « 6 hours. Immediate concerns do not beccrme resolved 
in multiples of 15 hours of time. 

I really believe there is potential in the program. However, many of the offerings 
appear to be a re-hash of other offerings. There are only so many techniques to 
interest students, 'enhance their self-image, broaden their self-concept, etc., and so 
many of the offerings center on these ideas. I personally would like to see more 
in-service offerings which deal with material to be taught and ideas to use such 
material. More ttma should be spent, for example, itr- understanding now and why a 
concept should be taught than 6n how to make students develop a self-image while 
working with mathematics. I am not saying the latter is unimportant, but that the 
course offerings I have seen tend to over-emphasize this aspect. 



Superintendent's (cont'd) 

1. Out' Staff Is on a "pterfonnaiice salary sche4ule" and the mbre taking of credits , 
whether Inrservlee or college, becomes ^ppllcable^ only when Idiprovement In*, 
perfon^sance is« demonstrajtied. - ' , ^ ' . , 

2. « I believe both academic college credit^ ,^ programs aad In-servlce prograilas should » 

be Avallabfie to sjtaff. , ' ' ] • 

3. In responding to above questions, 1 did i^iot differentiate between In-servlce for 
credit and ln-3ervlce without credits I can find no basis to show that mere 

credit Is the lxi]|>ortance factor. Most prof esslonals' show improyement when in**service*^ 
programs relate to thdir needs. * ^ 

4. I find our staff prefers not to be Involved In overall planning due to time reqxiire- 
meuts. They are^busy with classroom preparation. * - 

^fany teachers will not take courses unless they are mandated to do so. Certification 
requlresients should be revamped with fewer in-service hours, more required hours in 
field of certification and, last but mo9t in5>ortantly, spread out over more years so 
that teachers with year^ of teaching experience will be required to take courses. 

I believe in-service is an excellent program and should be continued. 1 don't believe 
you have to p^y . someone to go to school. I do believe in released tim^. 

I am strongly in favor of in-service courses. However, this qflestlonnalre seems to 
attempt to equate them as ^qual or even superior to college level courses. With this 
opinion, 1^ strongly ^disagree. In-service courses, as I have observed them, ate little 
more than practical workshops. No academic requirements are necessary; no standards 
are s^t; no library or outside reading is mandated; no research is required. To equate 
them with college level work is not justified. In-service coursias are not designed to 
replace - merely to supplement. ^ 

A very good way. to in-service teachers. Keep up the good work. 

The requirement^that a teacher acquire 24 hours of college credit ^'or in-service credit 
for the isstiance of the Instructional II certlflcatei is not based on sound educational 
philosophy or practice. The State Board of' Education is now embarked i^on a pathway 
of compounding the problem by suggesting that 36 hours will be required to secure the 
Instructional XI certificate* All requirements for additional credits for the Instruc- 
tional XI certificate should be abolished. The Instructional X certificate should be 
acceptable:jEor instructional {)urposes for ten--year period. Between the 10th and 15th 
year the teacher should b€ required to complete 36 h^urs of in-service sttidy or college 
credit for the renewal of the certificate. The, renewed certificate would then be 
acceptable for the remainder of the teacher's career, the teacher is not conq)etent 
to teach with four years of training and a Bachelors of Scien6;e Degree, an additional 
36 hours of credits will not produce conq>etence. 

Our ln--service for credit program is operated by our lU unit. I feel they are popular 
because they are offered^ locally and are lne3q>enslve. I feel courses offered at our 
neair-by colleges are superior because they attack problems more in-depth and give more 
techniques of teaching, newer approaches and a variety of philosophies.^ Our in-service 
courses are bept when there are participants %rtio share experiences « 

I favor continuing the in-service for credit program. 



Superintendents (cont*d) 

i 

.. ■ ' ' ' . • 
When I see the'^tltles of courses aiiS the war stories from some of the teachers taking 
and teaching in-service course^ offered I cringe to think atiout the future of education 
of teachers in P^p^ic^ylvania. I am totally against the way we have let an excellent, 
^concept deteriotalte to such a level of inadequacy. In-service to beginning teacher 
means 12 goof-^off credits, . 'T' 

I suspect the colleges are son^rfiat against thosev in-service credits » but on the other 
hand if they would get out of the textbook and^ theory into t^ cl^siiroom their course 
offerings might be more relevant. «^ 



We have foitod that colleges will bring a "prof" apd the "taiiored course" to the district. 
The practicing teacher timnts specifics and enjoys getting what is requested. 

The entire system of teacher salary advancement and crec^& or course collecting is in 
need of lQq>r6veiQent. Courses should be taken to improve performance. Fay should be ^ 
based on performance not on years alive in the classroom or on course collections. 
Currently coursework has little effect on teacher performance except to contribute to 
teacher fatigue and hi^er pay. If pay were based on performance this situation could 
he. changed. However, this is highly iiq>robable so why add to the problem by counting 
more courses for pay purposes? 

Several of the questions lead the person responding to the survey to seem to be for or 
against either college courses or in-service courses. I believe laost would agree that 
both in-service courses and college oourses serve the teacher and the school district. 
Obviously, In-servic^ cours^ are-^more economical for both teatjhers and district , but 
the college courses provide Certain training not provided by in-sei^ce* 

In-service courses have not been available to our teachers duie to the extreme locations 
and sparclty of our area. When in-service bourses have been provided say by the lU, the 
courses have been irot with e|nthusiasm and interest. But this situation 1* rare. Part 
of the problem results from the district not asking for specific courses. This area of 
the state has a very serious problem in that meanlngftil courses are not Cxffered within a 
60 mile area. ^ 

I favor the present system as established between the PDE, lU and local schcwl district. 
I f|^l it works for on-going improveronts in program and instruction. 

It is my opinion that in-service courses are too much "cookb<H)k" type. Some of the 
courses do give a technical benefit but X am interested more in the professional 
developments No doubt some of the better in-^servlce courses are superior to the 
poorexf college courses. 

The idea of local in-service programs is baslcly good. The programs have a long way to 
go 9 however. 

V 

In-service must be made more d^oanding of the teachers. 

Your questions were almost self limiting, i.e., many teachers major benefit! 

*" * ■ * , 

Much should be left to local districts* options. 



Superlntfndenta (cont'd) 

^ ' ' i' * ' 

I. think they should be offered by the dldtrict\ut' not necessarily on a credit by credit 
basts. The goal should be after a masters' equi^&lency or a masters' degree. Vty answer 
has to be qualified. It woulrf be a step backw&rd if these program are dropped. They 
provide a real outlet for our teachers*^d admiirLstrators . I am not all that interested 
in paying people to do wiiat^bey shduld be Vdoing professionally b»t I think there should 
be some small financial inpfeftive aftetMttiey , that reached certain levels of- required 
state mandated credits. - '*". 

• * / ' - < 

I feel the whole program is as goo^ a^ ti\e teachers make it . It sure" is a convenience 

for us as we are istjlateJd. . . ' . 

Requiren^nts for successful completion of in-setvice courses are much less than for most 
college credit courses. Thus more pppular. Your survey f^dls to address the ''easy" 

credit situation. ^ ; . 

^ f ' * ■ . 

V ■ ' ' . ■ 

Overall, in-service" courses" are valuable. HowiSver , they balance, xjp% replac6, college 
courses. One thing ^concerns me : quality control of. in-&ervice cdurdes. We should not 
permit frivolous courses, fads, etc.,' to cre«ir iirtty~thf^ progr^n, btrt they have. 

Most of the items oircled "no opijiion" are a resulf of tkck of kpowiedge. A superintendent 
has a difficult time- evaluating in-ser^ce vs. college c^'dit because he- is somewhat 
removed from the classroom. JU. operated in-service credits are preferable to college courses 
because they are more apt to .meet stu^^t and teacher needs. How does one evaluate 
whether or not a- teacher's classroom performance inq)rovea as a' result of in-service 
education unless they are questioned personally? <i 



The in-service coimcil in our lU does not function very. well. It has not generated much 
teacher interest SI ^ . ' - * 

Teachers need to spend time oli campus to benefit from the total Impact of an educational 
institution, ^di&tion in the local area is , of ten sterile. » 

Excellent method tcj meet, unique needs of small scHool dilbtrlcts... There is a need for 
in-service cpurses selected by our teachers. The^e courses are pVaetical, pragmatic and 
useful to our teachers who already earned MA degrees in^thfe diploma mills of graduate 
school. »• N 

I find it difficult "to generalise' about these courses. .There ate good courses and average 
courses - good teachers and average teachers'.' -Some attend the courses to improve their 
techniques and some for the financial reward. I know it is an old-fashioned idea but I 
wouiy like to see teachers have the opportunity to 'attend in-service classes without 
payment or reimburseipertt . .It may not work, but it would tak? away the competition 
between college courses and in-service work. now see the polle^es offering "watered- 
down" courses to attract our te'achers. Since we pay 8(5 percent of the tuition, I am qpt 
certain that the district receives benefit for the amount of expenditure. 

I find tills a rather biased questionnaire. Many, of your positive Btatem^nta with ijegard 
to in-service for credit courses 'would apply equally to many graduate courses. . « . 

Our teachers sae this as iSn excellent way to. direct instruction at specific^ ^;^dtridt 
deficiencies. ■ * ' . ' ^ , 



Superintendents (cont ' d) 

Schofil districts should be able to prescribe courses for teachers who are Ineffective. 
Keep the program. 

We need to do away with the 24 hours of credit In six years and require at least three 
credits feollege/ln-servlce for every three years of teaching. No permanent certification 
but a continued renewal of a teaching certificate. 

We have so few teactiers participate In the In-servlde for credit courses that I have no 
•real basis for answeiing npst of these questions. I have, however, tau^t two of these 
courses for our lU and found that most of the registrants were not Interested In credit 
since almost all had master's degrees. 

I would like to make these points: 1. We have a commitment to local district designed/ 
J>ased in-service courses, in both pedagogical and financial terms « 2. I believe that 
our district has offered between 30 and 40 percent of the courses offered ±n the lU (25 
districts) In the last 3-4 years. 3. Teachers have more cOTnoitment to in-service 
courses than your typical "stand-up lecture'' graduate courses. Quality instruction/ 
activities is essential. 4. The reverse of our problem with l!i^3 above Is that son^ of 
these courses have lees academic integrity than college Courses; a few people choose 
the' in-service "route" exclusively because they can ^et permanent certification in a 
"cake-walk." 5. I am.ab'solutely opposed to allowing all 24 credits for permanent 
certification to be in-service courses. Teachers need and require exposure to the 
findings of research as applied to teaching, the use of a good quality professional 
library and its holdings, and the academic rigor set forth by caring, devoted, doctoral 
level college faculty. I say go back to 12 in-service maximum. 
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APPENDIX P 
S&lected Principals* Comments 

In--servlce for credit courses have become an Important part of our staff development 
program. If such courses were no longer available, our» staff development program 

would be less effective. ' . . 

♦ 

I do not have a large group that has taken In-servlce courses, partly because of the • 
distance^ but those \^o have^ have benefitted greatly* I'm very imich In favor of 
expanded prolgrams In their area. 

There 1* certainly appreciable value in the PDE in-service for credit.^progratos as it • 
applies to provisional, permanent and renewal of certification. However, I do feel 
that to qualify for an advanced degree, a certain number of on-C£|mpu& and/or university 
credits should be required. ^ ♦ ^ 

Sbunds good! I mSmt admit we haven't used the in-service for credit program enough to 
evaluate it fairly. ^ 

The concept is great; however, too large a percentage of the courses are borderline 
academic, i.e., leather craTft, photography, welding, crafts, etc. Raise the academic 
standard of the courses, then pay for them. 

Local needs assessment frequently a myth as far as determining in-service. 
Your questionnaire reflects a point of view or bias. , 

We need better PR on proposed programs and plenty of advanced notice* Thank you. 

To my knowledge, no teachers under my supervision have taken an in-service for credit 
course. Therefore, I do not feel I pan complete this survey. ^ 

While our district has not participated in in-^ervlce courses for a number of years I 
have a strong interest in the courses, and would like to see 'the courses instituted in 
our district again. I would appreciate any literature on the various programs. 

Most in-service courses are offered through our lU. I do think our own district should 
more actively promote and schedule courses pertinent to our own needs. 

More in-service for credit courses need to be offered. 

I had a difficult time wj^h this questionnaire because of Its either /or orientation. 
Why not allow or encourage both to meet needs which each system provides best. A 
positive comment is that I am glad to see our PDE gathering information to help our 
teachers improve th^±T?-Tfcaching. 

In-service for credit is appropriate and has value To the staff. Goals of college 
courses are not always* qongruent (ex^ research-field studies) with in-service courses. 
Would not like to see teachers rely solely on this program as I feel theory, founda- 
tions, research techniques are also valuable. Prefer teachers to seek M.Ed, first . 
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Principals' (cont'd) 

/ 

I am unable to answer certain questions because I would only be guessing at the cause 
for motivation or the result. I have not measured learning increase — classroom manage- 
ment was never a problem — impact in class depends upon teacher » etc. — I favor main- 
taining in-service for credit very strongly. 

We are so near many colleges that the vast majority of our teachers go to colleges for 
their coursework, except for occasional courses set up for •our district. 

In-service courses taught by staff members are much more meaningful — less theoretical 
and of greater practical use to new and experienced teachers. 

The availability of local universities and reimbursement policies of the district 
encourages staff to use colleges rather than lU in-service courses. i 

Keep up the good worKI . It affords teachers the opportunity to participate in this type 
of in-service. 

My responses probably differ from most for two reasons: 1) we are in «n area in which 
there Are two state colleges and a Penn State Campus within easy driving distance, all 
with very good elementary programs, 2) our teachers receive 80% reimbursement for 
graduate credits. - " * . . 

\ 

Our teachers closely ' watch the schedule of classes. 

Strong in-^ervicQ programs are necessary for any public school system. I sincerely 
hope we will implement them in the very near future. 

Economics is a major factor in "teachers participation in the in-service or college 
programs. 

Most of the in-service courses sponsored by the lU are .^a waste of time in my opinion. 

We do not need ftn either/or . situation when it comes to in-service courses as compared 
to college oriented courses. Each has its strong points and values; each has its 
place. , 

The original interest of in-service courses is very good and worthwhile. However, , 
courses that are designed Tor a specific group of teachers (coaches, p.e., i.a., etc.) 
are being taken, by others who can not possibly use the knowledge to improve their 
classroom competencies. Some are taken only for movement on the salary schedule. 

Keep them coming 1 

Since none of our staff have take\x any of these courses this year I do not feel qualified 
to respond. I applaud the concept and feel in-service courses are beneficial to those 
who are seeking information in a specific area but are not concerned about college " 
credits; or to those staff members who cannot get to a college or university for coursed. 

Instructors up to this point have been of high quality. Teachers enjoyed courses. Of 
course, carry over cannot always be observed. One benefit of these courses is that 
teachers can help in planning. 



t 

Good questionnaire: 
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Principals ' (cont ' d) 



Not enough in-service courses offered. 

Too loany people take credits for salary increases. A£ least 50% of our staff take 

meaningless courses which are easy and offer little challenge or academic stimulation* 
• • • ♦ 

In-service courses if monitored effectively can be a major booxt to school district 
per'sonnel • 

I wQuld rather see the In-setvlce credit courses run through a college or university. 
Slnce^^^l^ state supports most colleges and universities, it seems like we are com- 
peting with ourselves, sometimes* 

Your in-service programs to schools, remains a mystery (no publicity to teachers, 
pAncipals about programs). 



I have seen little evidence that the taking of additional courses has an impact on 
the quality* of the individual's performance or the overall "pi;oduction" of a building 
unit. The prime motivation is salary increments,- 

We are in a college town and most of our tochers get graduate credit at the institu- 
tion. I am not aware of any in-service credit classes used by our staff* 

( 

In-seiDrLce courses ar^ a valuable tool for staff development. To indure patticipation, 
a stipend could be offered. To maintain a high level of professionalism, however, 
salary .schedules and most especially, certification, should be attained' through an 
^accredited college or university. 

Our experience with the program has been very positive. I support such courses, 
although they have a tendency to lower graduate course participation at local Colleges. 

This form is entirely too long. You seem to ask about five ideas six different ways. 

College courses are designed for knowledge or subject matter, plus advanced degree • 
status. In-service courses are designed for techniques, strategies and special skill 
development . 

Basically a good idea. Our people haven't taken as much advantage of them as they 
could* 

In-service courses with^a build-in follow-up system for implementation, and then 
continuation of ideas and techniques, are needed. The "one-shot" deals rarely have 
lasting effects. ^ 

We have not conducted an in-service for credit course in at least the last 8 years. 
I therefore cannot answer some of the questions or statements. 

Continue the in-service program for certification purposes. Higher education must 
realize that the purpose is not to require more expensive graduate courses to provide 
or preserve college teaching positions. 

We are just beginning .this program; therefore, ray answers are based on my experience 
elsewhere. m 
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Principals ' (cont M) 

In general In-servlce credit courses have been offered on a very^^mited basis in our 
district. The courses offered via our lU may or may not meet our needs. More local 
(district) support is needed for these types bf prograsis. 

No experience with in-service credits. Staff has not taken courses. Majority of staff 
members have a masters degree. ^ 

In-service course? are necessary * They're c^bducted by local people for local people. 
Many of our university people are out of touch vrith public schools and theit needs. 

In-service courses in Philadelphia are taught by people who know their trade from 
experience. They know the problems and the (Concerns of the teachers because they have 
already been down the sam£ road. They &re able to offer pertinent suggestions for just 
about any concerns that the teachers may have. University professors , more often than 
not, are removed from the real world of childrep, problems and frustrations that the 
teachers experience. Some university professors are not even good teachers of teachers, 
let alone able to help teachers to teach children. * ^ r 

The in-service program offers districts a n^ans to maintain the individuality of their 
school districts and their right to educate their own. College courses have brought s 
this on, in part, themselves because of irrelevant curricula and over priced courses, 
taught only on campus. 

With the decline in student population and the cutting of teachers on a seniority 
basis we have few who do not have permanent] cefttification. Hiose who don't, plus many 
of our Junior teachers who do, are being asked to take credits to obtain duel certifi- 
cation in order to ipalntain a job. With fthis pressure, bitterness from negotiation and ^ 
a contract that only pays for college cr/dits, in-service Is a low priority. 

Biggest problem is that of transportation to colleges, e.g., 1 1/2 to 2 hours each way 
is unreasonable. 

I helped develop first in-service councils in our lU. They have been very well 
organized and carried out. 

There is a local need to rotate availability of in-;Service courses for credit for 
teachers with specialty certification—home economics, Industrial arts, naisic, fine 
arts, etc. 

The only prbblem seems to be that 4hese courses are not available to our teachers. 
The lU has run one course on ''media" but other than that nothing has been available. 

Our teachers do not take these courses because the district does not recognize them to 
go forward on the salary scale. Thus, the oplnlonnaire is not valid since our teachers 
are not involved. Thus I marked "no opinion." 

« 

/There's no direct^ correlation between the taking of these courses and the In^rovement 
\ in teaching performance and as a Result, a berfefit to the organization. Not enough 
^ "rigor" in these courses^ Invalid assumption that the more courses a teacher takes 
will result in a better teacher. 

It Is a good concept and should be expanded 
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Principals ' (cont ' d) 



Not enough teachers taking advantage of an excellent opportunity to improve their 
classroom skills. Program in^ the main is excellent. 

We are not too familiar with the entire program. Perhaps if ve had more information 
at the school level it would help. 

The questionnaire was a little short to really cover the territory^ About five pages 
bf questions would have been more "substantiative." 

Teachers take these type of courses because 1) they are easy^ 2) they don^t have to- 
travel at night into the city, 3) they are less expensive, 4) .needed for 24 cf'edits 
past B.Ed., 5) little or no term papers, work, 6) inferior teachers (i-e*, #1 and #5) 
and 7) count on salary scale. 

Since courses are offered through the lU, they meet general rather than specific local 
needs . 

I have worke^ in Pennsylvania for the past three years and until this questionnaire 
I was unaware of such a program under the auspices of the FDE.' More publicity is 
necessary. 

It is my considered opinion that the masters equivalency should be done away with, for 
I have known many people who have taken "ping-pong" courses and have gotten credit on 
a masters scale. I also feel that since the recodification will call for 30 credits 
to make the certification permanent, I would feel that nothing bi^ an accepted masters 
program should be allowed. 

r . . 

In most cases I circled no opinion because I do not have enough experience with the 
program to offer a val'ld opinion. As a matter, of fact I believe that so few of my 
teachers j^^e participated because of the l^ck of Information. ^ 

Most of our teachers find in-service courses convenient, tln^ saving and informative; 
If the courses are taught by competent persons and meet the needs of the teachers (rom 
that district. Some courses offered by the lU are good because they give teachers 
from different districts a chance to exchange ideas* 

The only in-service credit courses that are offered in our district are those offered 
by the Xy which are held at centers that are far enough to be considered Irrelevant 
and Impractical during the energy crunch. The in-service ctedit course should be 
taught by our own administrative staff to become effective* 

In-service courses by and large are an asset to any school and/or its personnel. 
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